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better than not fighting at all; fighting empowers people and teaches us that we
can fight. Referring to the defeat at the Battle of Blair Mountain during the 1921
Mine War in West Virginia, filmmaker John Sayles writes, "the psychological
victory of those violent days may have been more important. When a colonized
people learn they can fight back together, life can never again be so comfortable for
their exploiters.

With enough bold, empowering resistance, we can move beyond small
victories to achieve a lasting victory against the state, the patriarchy, capitalism,
and white supremacy. Revolution is imperative, and revolution necessitates
struggle. There are many effective forms of struggle, and some of these methods
can lead to the worlds we dream of. To find one of the right paths, we must
observe, assess, criticize, communicate, and, above all, learn by doing.
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And they say that the beauty's in the streets but when I look around it seems

more like defeat

—Defiance Ohio

armed struggle to liberate themselves right now, including the Iragis, the
Palestinians, the Ijaw in Nigeria, some indigenous nations in South America and
Papua New Guinea, and, to a lesser extent, anti-authoritarian groups in Greece,
Italy, and elsewhere. As I write this sentence, indigenous activists, anarchists, and
unionists armed with just bricks and clubs are holding the barricades in Oaxaca
against an impending military assault. Several of them have already been killed,
and, as the military strikes again and again, they must decide whether to escalate
tactics to improve their capability for self-defense, at the risk of graver
consequences. I won't say that armed struggle is an ideological necessity, but for
many people in many places it does become a necessity to overthrow, or simply
defend against, the state. It would be wonderful if most people did not have to go
through a process of armed struggle to liberate themselves, and, given the extent to
which economies and governments are integrated globally these days, a good many
governments might easily collapse if they were already weakened by spreading
waves of global revolt. But some people will have to experience armed struggle,
some have to even now, and it would be unforgivable if our strategy for revolution
banked on the certainty that other people will die in bloody conflicts while we
remain safe.

We must realistically accept that revolution is a social war, not because we like
war, but because we recognize that the status quo is a low-intensity war and
challenging the state results in an intensification of that warfare. We must also
accept that revolution necessitates interpersonal conflict because certain classes of
people are employed to defend the centralizing institutions we must destroy.
People who continue to dehumanize themselves as agents of law and order must be
defeated by whatever means necessary until they can no longer prevent people's
autonomous realization of their needs. I hope that during this process we can build
a culture of respect for our enemies (a number of non-Western cultures have
shown it is indeed possible to respect a person or animal you must kill), which will
help to prevent purges or a new authority when the present state has been defeated.
For example, it could be seen as acceptable to kill a more powerful enemy (for
instance, someone who must be targeted clandestinely for fear of state reprisal),
unfavorable to kill someone who is equally powerful (such that it would only be
seen as justified by one's peers in pitched circumstances and self-defense), and
downright immoral and scornful to kill someone weaker (for instance, someone

already defeated).

We can succeed at feasible revolutionary activism by striving toward
undiluted, long-term goals, but we must not forget short-term victories. In the
meantime, people need to survive and be nourished. And we must recognize that
violent struggle against an extremely powerful enemy in which long-term victory
may seem impossible can lead to small short-term victories. Losing fights can be
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support communities in resistance. Westernized people also need to develop
collective social relationships. For those growing up in the Global North, being an
anarchist provides no exception to being imbued with individualistic, punishment-
and privilege-based forms of social interactions. We need to employ working
models of restorative or transformative justice so that we truly don't need police or
prisons. As long as we are dependent on the state, we will never overthrow it.

Readers may notice that some of the major initial requirements of a liberation
movement do not include "violent" actions. I hope that by now we can abandon
the dichotomy between violence and nonviolence altogether. The use of violence is
not a stage in the struggle that we must work toward and pass through in order to
win. It does not help to isolate violence. Rather, we must be aware of certain types
of repression we will probably have to face, certain tactics we will probably have to
use. At every stage in the struggle we must cultivate a militant spirit. Our social
centers should honor militant activists in prison, or those killed by the state; our
free schools should teach self-defense and the history of struggle. If we wait to
bring in militancy until the state has increased repression to the level that it is
blatantly obvious that they have declared war on us, it will be too late. Cultivating
militancy should go hand in hand with preparation and outreach.

It is dangerous to become totally cut off from a mainstream reality by rushing
into tactics that no one else can understand, much less support. People who act
prematurely and cut themselves off from popular support will be easy for the
government to pick off. That said, we cannot let our actions be determined by
what is acceptable in the mainstream. The opinions of the mainstream are
conditioned by the state; pandering to the mainstream is pandering to the state.
Rather, we must work to escalate militancy, to educate through exemplary actions,
and to increase the level of militancy acceptable (to at least segments of the
population we have identified as potential supporters). Radicals from a privileged
background have the most work to do in this regard because these communities
have the most conservative reactions to militant tactics. Privileged radicals seem to
be more likely to ask, "What would society think?" as an excuse for their passivity.

Increasing the acceptance of militant tactics is not easy work, we must
gradually bring people to accept more militant forms of struggle. If the only choice
we can give is between bomb throwing and voting, almost all of our potential allies
will choose voting. And though more cultural conditioning must be overcome
before people can accept and practice more dangerous, deadly tactics, such tactics
cannot be placed at the top of some hierarchy. Fetishizing violence neither
improves a movement's effectiveness nor preserves its anti-authoritarian qualities.

Because of the nature of the state, any struggle for liberation will probably
eventually become an armed struggle. In fact, a good many peoples are engaged in
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from us as allies. After all, we are not trying to impose one new, utopian society on
everybody after the revolution; the goal is to destroy centralized power structures
so each community has the autonomy to organize itself in the way that all its
members collectively decide will best enable them to meet their needs, while also
joining or leaving free associations of mutual aid with communities around them.
Everyone has an innate potential for freedom and self-organization; therefore, if we
identify as anarchists, our job is not to convert everyone else to anarchism, but to
use our perspectives and collective experiences to guard against the co-optation
efforts of the institutional Left and to provide models for autonomous social
relationships and self-organization in cultures where none currently exist.

There is also the question of leadership in an anti-authoritarian struggle. The
traditional idea of leadership, as an institutionalized or coercive role, as holding
power over people, is hierarchical and inhibitive of people's growth. But it is also
true that people are not equal in terms of abilities, that this revolution will take a
tremendous amount of expertise, and that smart, non-egotistical people will
voluntarily place someone with more expertise than others in a position of non-
coercive and temporary leadership. The approach of an anti-authoritarian ethos
toward leadership is that power needs to be constantly redistributed outwards. It is
the responsibility of people who find themselves in positions of leadership to lend
their talents to the movement while spreading their leadership around, teaching
other people rather than holding on to their expertise as a form of power.

Additionally, an anti-authoritarian ethos favors fighting uncompromisingly
against oppression, but opposes crushing those who have been defeated; it favors
reconciliation over punishment.

With these structures and culture, a liberation movement has a better chance
of succeeding without creating a new authoritarian system. There will always be a
tension between being effective and being liberating, and in the complexity of
struggle there is plenty of gray space, but it helps to see cultivating an anti-
authoritarian practice as a constant battle between two requirements (efficiency
and freedom) that are conflicting but not mutually exclusive. The pacifist vision of
struggle, based on a polar dichotomy between violence and nonviolence, is
unrealistic and self-defeating.

More concretely, it is hard to generalize how a liberation movement using a
diversity of tactics should conduct its struggle. Specific groups need to decide that
for themselves based on the conditions they face—not based on the prescriptions
of some ideology. In all likelihood, though, an anti-authoritarian liberation
movement would need to emphasize building an autonomous culture that can
resist the mind control of the corporate media and a foundation of social centers,
free schools, free clinics, community agriculture, and other structures that can
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centralized levels of organization (which bring together like-minded people steeped
in abstraction and removed from contact with most other folk's everyday realities),
Few things have more potential for authoritarianism than a powerful ideology.
Therefore, as much autonomy and decision-making power as possible must remain
at the grassroots. When local groups do need to federate or otherwise coordinate
over a wider geographic area—and the difficulty of this struggle will require
coordination, discipline, pooling of resources, and common strategy—whatever
organization arises should ensure that local groups do not lose their autonomy and
that whatever higher levels of organization are created (such as the regional or
national committees of a federation) are weak, temporary, frequently replaced,
recallable, and always dependent on ratification by the local groups. Otherwise,
those who fill the higher levels of organization are likely to develop a bureaucratic
mindset, and the organization is likely to develop interests of its own, which will
soon diverge from the interests of the movement. .

Additionally, no organization should monopolize the movement.
Organizations should not be empires; they should be temporary tools that overlap,
proliferate, and die out when they are no longer needed. A movement will be
healthier and harder to co-opt if there is a diversity of groups filling different
niches and pursuing similar purposes, and these groups will be less prone to
infighting if people within the movement tend to belong to multiple groups rather
than giving their loyalty to a single group.

The culture, or ethos, of the liberation movement is also vital. Noncoercive
structures are easily subverted if the culture and desires of the people operating
those structures draw them toward other ends. For starters, a culture of liberation
must favor pluralism over monopoly. In terms of struggle, this means we must
abandon the idea that there is only one right way, that we must get everyone to
sign on to the same platform or join the same organization. On the contrary, the
struggle will benefit from a plurality of strategies attacking the state from different
angles. This does not mean that everyone should work alone or at cross-purposes.
We need to coordinate and unify as much as possible to increase our collective
strength, but we should also reconsider how much uniformity is actually possible.
It is impossible to get everyone to agree that one strategy for struggle is the best,
and indeed this contention is probably wrong. After all, different people have
different strengths and experiences and face different aspects of oppression: it only
makes sense that there should be different paths of struggle on which we fight
simultaneously toward liberation. The authoritarian monotheism inherent in
Western civilization would lead us to view these other paths as unintelligent
detours, as competition—we might even try to repress these other tendencies
within the movement. Anti-authoritarianism requires that we abandon this
mindset, recognize the inevitability of differences, and think of people who deviate
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INTRODUCTION

In August 2004, at the North American Anarchist Convergence in Athens,
Ohio, I participated in a panel discussing the topic of nonviolence versus violence.
Predictably, the discussion turned into an unproductive and competitive debate. I
had hoped that each panelist would be given a substantial amount of time to speak
in order to present our ideas in depth and to limit the likely alternative of a back-
and-forth volley of clichéd arguments. But the facilitator, who was also a
conference organizer, and on top of that a panelist, decided against this approach.

Because of the hegemony advocates of nonviolence exert, criticisms of
nonviolence are excluded from the major periodicals, alternative media, and other
forums accessed by anti-authoritarians.' Nonviolence is maintained as an article of
faith, and as a key to full inclusion within the movement. Anti-authoritarians and
anti-capitalists who suggest or practice militancy suddenly find themselves
abandoned by the same pacifists they've just marched with at the latest protest.
Once isolated, militants lose access to resources, and they lose protection from
being scapegoated by the media or criminalized by the government. Within these
dynamics caused by the knee-jerk isolation of those who do not conform to
nonviolence, there is no possibility for a healthy or critical discourse to evaluate
our chosen strategies.

In my experience, most people who are becoming involved with radical
movements have never heard good arguments, or even bad ones, against
nonviolence. This is true even when they already know a great deal about other
movement issues. Instead, they tend to be acquainted with the aura of taboo that
shrouds militants; to have internalized the fear and disdain the corporate media
reserve for people willing to actually fight against capitalism and the state; and to



have confused the isolation imposed on militants with some self-imposed isolation
that must be inherent in militancy. Most proponents of nonviolence with whom I
have discussed these issues, and these have been many, approached the
conversation like it was a foregone conclusion that the use of violence in social
movements was both wrong and self-defeating (at least if it occurred anywhere
within 1,000 miles of them). On the contrary, there are a great many solid
arguments against nonviolence that pacifists have simply failed to answer in their
literature.

This book will show that nonviolence, in its current manifestations, is based
on falsified histories of struggle. It has implicit and explicit connections to white
people's manipulations of the struggles of people of color. Its methods are wrapped
in authoritarian dynamics, and its results are harnessed to meet government
objectives over popular objectives. It masks and even encourages patriarchal
assumptions and power dynamics. Its strategic options invariably lead to dead
ends. And its practitioners delude themselves on a number of key points.

Given these conclusions, if our movements are to have any possibility of
destroying oppressive systems such as capitalism and white supremacy and building
a free and healthy world, we must spread these criticisms and end the stranglehold
of nonviolence over discourse while developing more effective forms of struggle.

We might say that the purpose of a conversation is to persuade and be
persuaded, while the purpose of a debate is to win, and thus silence your
opponent. One of the first steps to success in any debate is to control the
terminology to give oneself the advantage and put one's opponents at a
disadvantage. This is exactly what pacifists have done in phrasing the disagreement
as nonviolence versus violence. Critics of nonviolence typically use this dichotomy,
with which most of us fundamentally disagree, and push to expand the boundaries
of nonviolence so that tactics we support, such as property destruction, may be
accepted within a nonviolent framework, indicating how disempowered and
delegitimized we are.

I know of no activist, revolutionary, or theorist relevant to the movement
today who advocates only the use of violent tactics and opposes any usage of tactics
that could not be called violent. We are advocates of a diversity of tactics, meaning
effective combinations drawn from a full range of tactics that might lead to
liberation from all the components of this oppressive system: white supremacy,
patriarchy, capitalism, and the state. We believe that tactics should be chosen to fit
the particular situation, not drawn from a preconceived moral code. We also tend
to believe that means are reflected in the ends, and would not want to act in a way
that invariably would lead to dictatorship or some other form of society that does
not respect life and freedom. As such, we can more accurately be described as

psychologically with the control schema of the patriarchy and white supremacy.

Now that I have demonstrated the need to replace a nonviolent revolutionary
practice, I want to elaborate on what we might replace it with, as numerous non-
pacifist forms of revolutionary struggle contain their own terminal flaws.

In debate, pacifists typically generalize some broad faults of a few exemplified
historical revolutions, avoid any detailed analysis, and rest their case. But rather
than say, for instance, “See, the violent Russian Revolution led to another violent
and authoritarian government, therefore violence is infectious,” it would help to
point out that all the Leninists wanted was an authoritarian, red-painted capitalist
state with them at the head, and in their own terms they were quite successful. We
could also point out the contemporaneous anarchist revolutionaries in southern
Ukraine, who consistently refused power and, for years, liberated huge areas from
the Germans, the anti-Semitic nationalists, the Whites, and the Reds—but did not
impose their will on those they liberated, whom they encouraged to self-organize.

Further leaving aside pacifism's mystifying, sweeping analysis, it might do
well to dirty our hands in the historical details and analyze degrees of violence,
perhaps by showing that in terms of structural depravity and state repression,
Castro's Cuba, the product of a violent revolution, is arguably less violent than
Batista's Cuba. However, there are already enough apologists for Castro as to
disincline me from expending my energies in such a manner. The common
element of all of these authoritarian revolutions is their hierarchical form of
organization. The authoritarianism of the USSR or People's Republic of China was
not a mystical carryover from the violence they used, but a direct function of the
hierarchies to which they were always wed. It is vague, meaningless, and ultimately
untrue to say that violence always produces certain psychological patterns and
social relationships. Hierarchy, however, is inseparable from psychological patterns
and social relationships of domination. In fact, most of the violence in society that
is unarguably wrong stems from coercive hierarchies. In other words, the concept
of hierarchy has most of the analytical and moral precision that the concept of
violence lacks. Therefore, to truly succeed, a liberation struggle must use any
means necessary that are consistent with building a world free of coercive
hierarchies.

This anti-authoritarianism must be reflected in both the organization and the
ethos of a liberation movement. Organizationally, power must be decentralized—
this means no political parties or bureaucratic institutions. Power should be located
as much as possible in the grassroots—with individuals and in groups working
within a community. Because grassroots and community groups are confined by
real-life conditions and have constant contact with people outside the movement,
ideology tends to flow upward, concentrating in "national committees" and other
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7

THE ALTERNATIVE:
POSSIBILITIES FOR REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVISM

I have made a number of forceful, even vitriolic, arguments against
nonviolent activism, and I have not diluted these arguments. My goal has been to
emphasize criticisms too often silenced, in order to defenestrate the stranglehold
pacifism has over the movement's discourse—a stranglehold exerting such a
monopoly over putative morality and strategic/tactical analysis in many circles as
to preclude even the acknowledgment of a feasible alternative. Would-be
revolutionaries need to realize that pacifism is so vapid and counterproductive that
an alternative is imperative. Only then can we weigh the different paths of struggle
fairly—and, I hope, in a more pluralistic, decentralized manner as well—rather
than attempting to enforce a party line or the single correct revolutionary program.

My argument is not that all pacifists are apologists and sellouts without
redeeming merit or a place in a revolutionary movement. Many pacifists are well-
meaning would-be revolutionaries who have simply been unable to move past their
cultural conditioning, which programs them instinctively to react to assaults on,
the Godlike state as the highest crime and treason. A handful of pacifists have
shown such a sustained commitment to revolution and incurred such risks and
sacrifices that they are above the criticisms typically deserved by pacifists, and even
pose a challenge to the functioning of the status quo, particularly when their
morals do not prevent them from working in solidarity with non-pacifist
revolutionaries. The point is that pacifism as ideology, with pretensions beyond a
personal practice, incorrigibly serves state interests and is hopelessly wrapped up
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proponents of revolutionary or militant activism than as proponents of violence.'

I will refer to proponents of nonviolence by their chosen nomenclature, as
nonviolent activists or, interchangeably, pacifists. Many practitioners of such prefer
one term or the other, and some even make a distinction between the two, but in
my experience the distinctions are not consistent from one person to the next.
Most importantly, pacifists/nonviolent activists themselves tend to collaborate
regardless of their chosen term, so the difference in labels is not important to the
considerations of this book. Broadly, by using the term pacifism or nonviolence,
they designate a way of life or a method of social activism that avoids, transforms,
or excludes violence while attempting to change society to create a more peaceful
and free world.

At this point it might help to clearly define violence, but one of the critical
arguments of this book is that violence cannot be clearly defined. I should also
clarify a few other terms that pop up frequently. The word radical I use literally, to
mean a critique, action, or person that goes to the roots of a particular problem
rather than focusing on the superficial solutions placed on the table by the
prejudices and powers of the day. The word is not a synonym for extreme or
extremist, much as the media would have us believe it is, through ignorance or
design. (Similarly, in case anyone is still unclear: an anarchist is not someone who
favors chaos but someone who favors the total liberation of the world through the
abolition of capitalism, government, and all other forms of oppressive authority, to
be replaced by any number of other social arrangements, proven or utopian.) On
the other hand, I do not use the word revolution literally, to mean the overthrow
of current rulers by a new set of rulers (which would make anti-authoritarian
revolution an oxymoron), but only to mean a social upheaval with widespread
transformative effects. I use this word only because it has such long-standing
favorable connotations, and because the more accurate alternative, liberation, is
clumsy in its adjectival forms.

To reemphasize a crucial distinction: the criticisms in this book are not aimed
at specific actions that do not exemplify violent behavior, such as a vigil that
remains peaceful, nor are they aimed at individual activists who choose to dedicate
themselves to non-combative work, such as healing or building strong community
relationships. When I talk about pacifists and advocates of nonviolence, I am
referring to those who would impose their ideology across the entire movement
and dissuade other activists from militancy (including the use of violence), or who
would not support other activists solely because of their militancy. Likewise, an
ideal revolutionary activist would not be one who obsessively focuses on fighting
cops or engaging in clandestine acts of sabotage, but one who embraces and
supports these activities, where effective, as one portion of a broad range of actions



needed to overthrow the state and build a better world.

Though I focus on debunking pacifism in service of revolutionary goals, in
this book I include quotes from pacifists working for limited reforms in addition
to quotes from people working for total social transformation. At first, this may
seem like I am building a straw-man argument; however, I include the words or
actions of reformist pacifists only in reference to campaigns where they worked
together closely with revolutionary pacifists and the quoted material has relevance
to all involved, or in reference to social struggles cited as examples proving the
effectiveness of nonviolence in achieving revolutionary ends. It is difficult to
distinguish between revolutionary and non-revolutionary pacifists, because they
themselves tend not to make that distinction in the course of their activity-they
work together, attend protests together, and frequently use the same tactics at the
same actions. Because shared commitment to nonviolence, and not shared
commitment to a revolutionary goal, is the chief criterion for nonviolent activists
in deciding whom to work with, those are the boundaries I will use in defining
these criticisms.

forceful attempts to destroy the system of violence; or pursuing new and original
ways to fight and destroy that system. Privileged activists need to understand what
the rest of the world's people have known all too long: we are in the midst of a war,
and neutrality is not possible. There is nothing in this world currently deserving of
the name peace. Rather, it is a question of whose violence frightens us most, and
on whose side we will stand.
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involvement with anti-SOA activism, I conceived of the civil disobedience and
prison sentence as a means of demonstrating the farcical and authoritarian nature
of the democratic process, and fostering the escalation toward a truly revolutionary
movement targeting all aspects of capitalism and imperialism, not just the SOA.
How ridiculous would it be to campaign for the closure of a single military school
when numerous other institutions, indeed the whole capitalist state structure, work
toward the same ends? But after the conclusion of my prison sentence, I saw that
to the pacifist majority within the anti-SOA "movement," civil disobedience was
an end in itself, used for leverage in lobbying Congress and recruiting new
participants, and for alleviating privilege-induced guilt and accessing the moral
righteousness of those who have put their money where their mouth is, so to
speak. It enabled them to claim that, by incurring a relatively easy prison sentence
of six months or less, they were "bearing witness" and "standing in solidarity with
the oppressed” in Latin America.

For all its fanfare, nonviolence is decrepit. Nonviolent theory rests on a large
number of manipulations, falsifications, and delusions. Nonviolent practice is
ineffective and self-serving. In a revolutionary sense, not only has nonviolence
never worked, it has never existed. Driving a car, eating meat, eating tofu, paying
rent, paying taxes, being nice to a cop—all of these are violent activities. The
global system and everyone in it are soaked in violence; it is enforced, coerced,
involuntary. For those suffering under the violence of colonialism, military
occupation, or racial oppression, nonviolence is not always an option-people must
either fight back violently against their oppressor or displace that violence into
anti-social violence against one another. Frantz Fanon writes:

Here on the level of communal organizations we clearly discern
the well-known behavior patterns of avoidance. It is as if plunging
into a fraternal blood-bath allowed them to ignore the obstacle,
and to put off till later the choice, nevertheless inevitable, which
opens up the question of armed resistance to colonialism. Thus
collective autodestruction in a very concrete form is one of the
ways in which the native's muscular tension is set free.

Peace is not an option until after the centrally organized violence that is the
state is destroyed. Exclusive reliance on building alternatives—to sustain us, make
the state obsolete, and heal us from this violence to prevent "auto-destruction"—is
also not an option, because the state can crush alternatives that cannot defend
themselves. If we were allowed to live the change we wish to see in the world, there
wouldn't be much need for revolution. Our options have been violently
constrained to the following: actively supporting the violence of the system; tacitly
supporting that violence by failing to challenge it; supporting some of the existing
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NONVIOLENCE IS INEFFECTIVE

I could spend plenty of time talking about the failures of nonviolence.
Instead, it may be more useful to talk about the successes of nonviolence. Pacifism
would hardly be attractive to its supporters if the ideology had produced no
historical victories. Typical examples are the independence of India from British
colonial rule, caps on the nuclear arms race, the civil rights movement of the
1960s, and the peace movement during the war against Vietnam." And though
they have not yet been hailed as a victory, the massive protests in 2003 against the
US invasion of Iraq have been much applauded by nonviolent activists! There is a
pattern to the historical manipulation and whitewashing evident in every single
victory claimed by nonviolent activists. The pacifist position requires that success
must be attributable to pacifist tactics and pacifist tactics alone, whereas the rest of
us believe that change comes from the whole spectrum of tactics present in any
revolutionary situation, provided they are deployed effectively. Because no major
social conflict exhibits a uniformity of tactics and ideologies, which is to say that
all such conflicts exhibit pacifist tactics and decidedly non-pacifist tactics, pacifists
have to erase the history that disagrees with them or, alternately, blame their
failures on the contemporary presence of violent struggle.'

In India, the story goes, people under the leadership of Gandhi built up a
massive nonviolent movement over decades and engaged in protest,
noncooperation, economic boycotts, and exemplary hunger strikes and acts of
disobedience to make British imperialism unworkable. They suffered massacres
and responded with a couple of riots, but, on the whole, the movement was
nonviolent and, after persevering for decades, the Indian people won their



independence, providing an undeniable hallmark of pacifist victory. The actual
history is more complicated, in that many violent pressures also informed the
British decision to withdraw. The British had lost the ability to maintain colonial
power after losing millions of troops and a great deal of other resources during two
extremely violent world wars, the second of which especially devastated the
"mother country.” The armed struggles of Arab and Jewish militants in Palestine
from 1945 to 1948 further weakened the British Empire, and presented a clear
threat that the Indians might give up civil disobedience and take up arms en masse
if ignored for long enough; this cannot be excluded as a factor in the decision of
the British to relinquish direct colonial administration.

We realize this threat to be even more direct when we understand that the
pacifist history of India's independence movement is a selective and incomplete
picture-nonviolence was not universal in India. Resistance to British colonialism
included enough militancy that the Gandhian method can be viewed most
accurately as one of several competing forms of popular resistance. As part of a
disturbingly universal pattern, pacifists white out those other forms of resistance
and help propagate the false history that Gandhi and his disciples were the lone
masthead and rudder of Indian resistance. Ignored are important militant leaders
such as Chandrasekhar Azad, who fought in armed struggle against the British
colonizers, and revolutionaries such as Bhagat Singh, who won mass support for
bombings and assassinations as part of a struggle to accomplish the "overthrow of
both foreign and Indian capitalism."

The pacifist history of India's struggle cannot make any sense of the fact that
Subhas Chandra Bose, the militant candidate, was twice elected president of the
Indian National Congress, in 1938 and 1939.6 While Gandhi was perhaps the
most singularly influential and popular figure in India's independence struggle, the
leadership position he assumed did not always enjoy the consistent backing of the
masses. Gandhi lost so much support from Indians when he "called off the
movement" after the 1922 riot that when the British locked him up afterwards,
"not a ripple of protest arose in India at his arrest."

Significantly, history remembers Gandhi above all others not because he
represented the unanimous voice of India, but because of all the attention he was
given by the British press and the prominence he received from being included in
important negotiations with the British colonial government. When we remember
that history is written by the victors, another layer of the myth of Indian
independence comes unraveled.

The sorriest aspect of pacifists' claim that the independence of India is a
victory for nonviolence is that this claim plays directly into the historical
fabrication carried out in the interests of the white-supremacist, imperialist states

media attention was paid to the horrible conditions of Pennsylvania's prisons.
During the five-day standoff, dozens of articles came out in the Philadelphia
Inquirer and the national press, shedding light on the prisoners' grievances and
underscoring the fact that these people who had nothing to lose would continue to
fight against the repression and the bad conditions. Some corporate-media articles
were even sympathetic toward Joe-Joe, and in the end, the government agreed to
transfer a dozen of the rebels to another prison, rather than storm in shooting—
their preferred tactic. In fact, in the aftermath of the siege, Bowen had so upset the
scales of political power that politicians were on the defensive and had to call for
investigations of conditions at Graterford Prison. In this and many other examples,
including the Zapatistas in 1994 and the Appalachian miners in 1921, people
humanize themselves precisely when they take up arms to fight against oppression.

Since the first edition of this book came out, I have been approached by
many people who were not activists who told me how much they appreciated the
sentiments herein. While activists might assume these people are apathetic to the
current social movements because they have never participated, I was told time and
again that they wanted to get involved but didn't know how because the only
organizing efforts they saw revolved around peaceful protests, which didn't feel
inclusive to them and obviously wouldn't accomplish anything. One working-class
man told me how upon the US invasion of Iraq he jumped in his car and drove
two hours to DC to take part in a protest, knowing no one else involved. When he
arrived and saw a peaceful crowd herded by the police into a protest cage, he
turned right around and drove home.

The frequent role of nonviolent activists in controlling or sabotaging
revolutionary movements, and their failure to protect revolutionary activists from
state repression, as well as their appeasement with the most hollow of "victories,"
suggests an ulterior motive to nonviolent activism. It seems to me that the most
common motive is for pacifists to avail themselves of moral high ground and
alleviate the substantial guilt they incur by recognizing the many systems of
oppression they are tied up in but fail to deal with in a meaningful way. Ward
Churchill suggests that white pacifists wish to protect themselves from repression
by consigning their activism to posturing and formulating the social organization
of a post-revolutionary world while people of color across the world incur all the
fatalities fighting for that world." This is a far cry from the solidarity role white
pacifists imagine themselves to be playing.

Nonviolent activism targeting the School of the Americas (SOA) provides a
good example. Organizing against the SOA includes one of the largest sustained
campaigns of civil disobedience in recent history, and it has drawn the
participation and support of a number of leading pacifists. During my
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acknowledged that "[TThose who make peaceful revolution impossible only make
violent revolution inevitable." Given the increased consolidation of the media (the
presumed ally and moralizing tool of the nonviolent activist) and the increased
repressive powers of the government, can we really believe that a pacifist movement
could overcome the government on a matter where compromise was unacceptable
to ruling interests?

Closing out the list of common delusions is the all-too-frequent claim that
violence alienates people. This is glaringly false. Violent video games and violent
movies are the most popular. Even blatantly false wars win the support of at least
half the population, often with the commentary that the US military is too
humane and restrained to its enemies. On the other hand, self-righteous
candlelight vigils are alienating to the majority of people who don't participate,
who hurry by and smirk to themselves. Voting is alienating for the millions of
people who know better than to participate and to some of the many people who
participate for lack of better options. Showing a supposed "love” for "thy enemy”
is alienating to people who know that love is something deeper, more intimate,
than a superficial smiley face to be given out to six billion strangers simultaneously.
Pacifism is also alienating to the millions of lower-class Americans who silently
cheer every time a cop or (especially) federal agent gets killed. The real question is
who is alienated by violence, and by what kind of violence? One anarchist writes:

[E]ven if they were, who cares if the middle and upper classes are
alienated by violence? They already had their violent revolution
and we're living in it right now. Further, the whole notion that
the middle and upper classes are alienated by violence is
completely false...they support violence all the time, whether it is
strikebreaking, police brutality, prisons, war, sanctions or capital
punishment. What they really oppose is violence directed at
dislodging them and their privileges.

Reckless violence that subjects people to unnecessary risks without even
striving to be effective or successful will most likely alienate people-especially those
who already have to survive under the violence of oppression-but fighting for
survival and freedom often wins sympathy. I have recently been fortunate enough
to come into correspondence with Black Liberation Army prisoner Joseph Bowen,
who got locked up after the cop who tried to kill him ended up dead. "Joe-Joe"
won the respect of other prisoners after he and another prisoner assassinated the
warden and deputy warden and wounded the guard commander at Philadelphia's
Holrnesburg Prison in 1973, in response to intense repression and religious
persecution. In 1981, when a mass-escape attempt he helped organize at
Graterford Prison was foiled and turned into a hostage situation, a huge amount of
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that colonized the Global South. The liberation movement in India failed. The
British were not forced to quit India. Rather, they chose to transfer the territory
from direct colonial rule to neocolonial rule," What kind of victory allows the
losing side to dictate the time and manner of the victors' ascendancy? The British
authored the new constitution and turned power over to handpicked successors.
They fanned the flames of religious and ethnic separatism so that India would be
divided against itself, prevented from gaining peace and prosperity, and dependent
on military aid and other support from Euro/American states."

India is still exploited by Euro/ American corporations (though several new
Indian corporations, mostly subsidiaries, have joined in the pillaging), and still
provides resources and markets for the imperialist states. In many ways the poverty
of its people has deepened and the exploitation has become more efficient.
Independence from colonial rule has given India more autonomy in a few areas,
and it has certainly allowed a handful of Indians to sit in the seats of power, but
the exploitation and commodification of the commons have deepened Moreover,
India lost a clear opportunity for meaningful liberation from an easily recognizable
foreign oppressor. Any liberation movement now would have to go up against the
confounding dynamics of nationalism and ethnic/religious rivalry in order to
abolish a domestic capitalism and government that are far more developed. On
balance, the independence movement proves to have failed.

The claim of a pacifist victory in capping the nuclear arms race is somewhat
bizarre. Once again, the movement was not exclusively nonviolent; it included
groups that carried out a number of bombings and other acts of sabotage or
guerrilla warfare. And, again, the victory is a dubious one. The much-ignored
nonproliferation treaties only came after the arms race had already been won, with
the US as undisputed nuclear hegemon in possession of more nuclear weapons
than was even practical or useful. And it seems clear that proliferation continues as
needed, currently in the form of tactical nuke development and a new wave of
proposed nuclear power facilities. Really, the entire issue seems to have been settled
more as a matter of internal policy within the government than as a conflict
between a social movement and a government. Chernobyl and several near
meltdowns in the US showed that nuclear energy (a necessary component of
nuclear arms development) was something of a liability, and it doesn't take a
protester to question the usefulness, even to a government bent on conquering the
world, of diverting staggering resources toward nuclear proliferation when you
already have enough bombs to blow up the entire planet, and every single war and
covert action since 1945 has been fought with other technologies.

The US civil rights movement is one of the most important episodes in the
pacifist history. Across the world, people see it as an example of nonviolent victory.



But, like the other examples discussed here, it was neither a victory nor nonviolent.
The movement was successful in ending de jure segregation and expanding the
minuscule black petty bourgeoisie, but these were not the only demands of the
majority of movement participants.” They wanted full political and economic
equality, and many also wanted black liberation in the form of black nationalism,
black inter-communalism, or some other independence from white imperialism.
None of these demands were met—not equality, and certainly not liberation.

People of color still have lower average incomes, poorer access to housing and
health care, and poorer health than white people. De facto segregation still exists.
Political equality is also lacking. Millions of voters, most of them black, are
disenfranchised when it is convenient to ruling interests, and only four black
senators have served since Reconstruction." Other races have also been missed by
the mythical fruits of civil rights. Latino and Asian immigrants are especially
vulnerable to abuse, deportation, denial of social services they pay taxes for, and
toxic and backbreaking labor in sweatshops or as migrant agricultural laborers.
Muslims and Arabs are taking the brunt of the post-September 11 repression,
while a society that has anointed itself "color-blind" evinces nary a twinge of
hypocrisy. Native peoples are kept so low on the socioeconomic ladder as to remain
invisible, except for the occasional symbolic manifestation of US multiculturalism-
the stereotyped sporting mascot or hula-girl doll that obscures the reality of actual
indigenous people.

The common projection (primarily by white progressives, pacifists, educators,
historians, and government officials) is that the movement against racial oppression
in the United States was primarily nonviolent. On the contrary, though pacifist
groups such as Martin Luther King Jr.'s Southern Christian Leadership Conference
(SCLC) had considerable power and influence, popular support within the
movement, especially among poor black people, increasingly gravitated toward
militant revolutionary groups such as the Black Panther Parry,"According to a
1970 Harris poll, 66 percent of African Americans said the activities of the Black
Panther Party gave them pride, and 43 percent said the party represented their own
views." In fact, militant struggle had long been a part of black people's resistance
to white supremacy. Mumia Abu-Jamal boldly documents this history in his 2004
book, We Want Freedom.

He writes,

The roots of armed resistance run deep in African American
history. Only those who ignore this fact see the Black Panther
Party as somehow foreign to our common historical inheritance.
In reality, the nonviolent segments cannot be distilled and
separated from the revolutionary parts of the movement (though

throughout Western mythologies. The use of violence is either calculated, to win
power and coercive control, or impassioned, in which case the motivation is nearly
always jealousy born out of the desire to possess another being. These patterns are
not universal to all cultures.

They are also not universal to all situations. Collective, coordinated violence
to establish and enforce a new set of social relations that must be preserved
through violence, or revolution by way of taking over centralized institutions, does
constitute the creation or preservation of a coercive authority. But these are not the
only two options for social change. We have already seen Frantz Fanon describe
violence as a "cleansing force” when used by people ground down and
dehumanized by colonization to liberate themselves. (And the dynamics of
colonialism apply today to indigenous populations, to outright colonies from
Hawaii to Samoa, and to occupied areas from Kurdistan to Iraq, while similar
dynamics apply to the populations of the neocolonies of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America, and to the "internal colonies" descended from slave populations in the
US. In short, these dynamics still apply to hundreds of millions of people and are
not at all obsolete.) Fanon aided the FLN (National Liberation Front) in Algeria
and worked in a psychiatric hospital, specializing in the psychology of the
colonized and the psychological effects of their liberation struggles. In other words,
he is somewhat better positioned than Erich Fromm to evaluate the psychology of
violence in pursuit of liberation from the perspective of the majority of the world's
population—not the vantage of an educated political party seeking to remake the
world in its image, but the vantage of people subjugated to a system so violent that
they can either forcefully fight back or displace that violence sociopathically against
one another. Speaking of colonization and resistance to it, Fanon writes, "It is a
commonplace that great social upheavals lessen the frequency of delinquency and
mental disorders."

To add to what is becoming a long list, nonviolence is deluded in repeating
that means determine ends, as though never before has a transformation occurred
in which end conditions were fundamentally different from the means that
brought them about. After Red Cloud's War in 1866, for example, the Lakota did
not descend into an orgy of violence because they had committed some
moral/psychological transgression by killing white soldiers. On the contrary, they
enjoyed nearly a decade of relative peace and autonomy until Custer invaded the
Black Hills to find gold. But instead of fitting the means (our tactics) to the
situation we face, we are supposed to make our decisions based on conditions that
are not even present, acting as though the revolution has already occurred and we
live in that better world. This wholesale renunciation of strategy forgets that
neither of the lauded figureheads of nonviolence, Gandhi and King, believed that
pacifism was a universally applicable panacea. Martin Luther King Jr.
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is promoting one set of social relations and destroying old ones, not by teaching,
example, or well-reasoned argument, but by power, fear, and intimidation: the
buttresses of irrational authority.” This argument suggests that a non-pacifist
revolution must be waged against people who are philosophically deviant or
politically incorrect—people who believe the wrong things (this is how a political
party views revolution). But there is more than one axis for liberation struggle. It
can be cultural, to fight for the expulsion of a foreign colonizer and the bourgeois
political parties that have taken on the characteristics of that colonizer (as
described by Fanon), or it can be structural, to destroy centralized power structures
and hierarchical institutions without targeting any actual people, other than those
who choose to fight on the side of power. After a revolution that destroys all of the
structures of capitalism—seizes all of the factories, redistributes all of the land,
burns all of the money—people who are philosophically capitalist need not be
purged or intimidated with irrational authority. Lacking a military apparatus to
implement capitalism or a police apparatus to protect it, they—as people—are
quite harmless, and will either learn to do something creative with their lives or
starve to death without realizing that they can no longer pay someone to slave for
them. Morman's typical pacifist-anarchist construction relies on a Eurocentric,
political vision of revolution, in which a revolutionary party seizes power and
enforces its vision of freedom on everyone else in the society through some
centralized apparatus. In fact, it is society itself—as it stands now, an artificial
binding together of people with no non-coerced common interests in working
together—that needs to be destroyed. A militant revolutionary movement can
destroy the central gravity of government that holds together mass polities in a
single nation-state. After that point, we will not need some rational, "well-
reasoned"” ideology to hold everyone together, because societies will divide into
smaller, organic units. Revolutionaries will not need to use violence to convince
everyone to behave in a certain way because there will be no need for conformity
across an entire country.

Morman's reasoning is also based on Western cultural assumptions that fail to
appreciate any reason for violence not in the service of domination. These
assumptions have much to do with the inherent totalitarianism of Western culture
(which is also evident in the statist inclinations of pacifism, privileging state
violence while actively ostracizing the violence—of rebellion). The idea that the
use of "violence" automatically constitutes an irrational authority does not make
sense from the perspective of cultural values that do not necessarily portray
violence as a tool in the service of domination. According to the Mande, Mangala
the creator killed Farrow as a sacrifice in order to save what was left of creation. On
the contrary, in Greek mythology, Cronus tried to kill his son, and later Zeus
devoured his lover, Metis, to maintain their power. This dynamic is a pattern
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alienation and bad blood, encouraged by the state, often existed
between them). Pacifist, middle-class black activists, including
King, got much of their power from the specter of black
resistance and the presence of armed black revolutionaries.

In the spring of 1963, Martin Luther King Jr.'s Birmingham campaign was
looking like it would be a repeat of the dismally failed action in Albany, Georgia
(where a 9 month civil disobedience campaign in 1961 demonstrated the
powetlessness of nonviolent protesters against a government with seemingly
bottomless jails, and where, on July 24, 1962, rioting youth took over whole
blocks for a night and forced the police to retreat from the ghetto, demonstrating
that a year after the nonviolent campaign, black people in Albany still struggled
against racism, but they had lost their preference for nonviolence). Then, on May
7 in Birmingham, after continued police violence, three thousand black people
began fighting back, pelting the police with rocks and bottles. Just two days later,
Birmingham-up until then an inflexible bastion of segregation-agreed to
desegregate downtown stores, and President Kennedy backed the agreement with
federal guarantees. The next day, after local white supremacists bombed a black
home and a black business, thousands of black people rioted again, seizing a 9
block area, destroying police cars, injuring several cops (including the chief
inspector), and burning white businesses. A month and a day later, President
Kennedy was calling for Congress to pass the Civil Rights Act, ending several years
of a strategy to stall the civil rights movement." Perhaps the largest of the limited,
if not hollow, victories of the civil rights movement came when black people
demonstrated they would not remain peaceful forever.

Faced with the two alternatives, the white power structure chose to negotiate
with the pacifists, and we have seen the results.

The claim that the US peace movement ended the war against Vietnam
contains the usual set of flaws. The criticism has been well made by Ward
Churchill and others," so I'll only summarize it. With unforgivable self-
righteousness, peace activists ignore that three to five million Indochinese died in
the fight against the US military; tens of thousands of US troops were killed and
hundreds of thousands wounded; other troops demoralized by all the bloodshed
had become highly ineffective and rebellious." and the US was losing political
capital (and going fiscally bankrupt) to a point where pro-war politicians began
calling for a strategic withdrawal (especially after the Tet Offensive proved the war
to be "unwinnable," in the words of many at the time). The US government was
not forced to pull out by peaceful protests; it was defeated politically and militarily.
As evidence of this, Churchill cites the victory of Republican Richard Nixon, and

the lack of even an anti-war nominee within the Democratic Party, in 1968, near



the height of the anti-war movement. One could also add Nixon's reelection in
1972, after four years of escalation and genocide, to demonstrate the powerlessness
of the peace movement in "speaking truth to power." In fact, the principled peace
movement dissolved in tandem with the withdrawal of US troops (completed in
1973). The movement was less responsive to history's largest-ever bombing
campaign, targeting civilians, which intensified after troop withdrawal, or the
continued occupation of South Vietnam by a US-trained and -financed military
dictatorship. In other words, the movement retired (and rewarded Nixon with
reelection) once Americans, and not Vietnamese, were out of harm's way. The US
peace movement failed to bring peace. US imperialism continued unabated, and
though its chosen military strategy was defeated by the Vietnamese, the US still
accomplished its overall policy objectives in due time, precisely because of the
failure of the peace movement to make any domestic changes.

Some pacifists will point out the huge number of "conscientious objectors”
who refused to fight, to salvage some semblance of a nonviolent victory. But it
should be obvious that the proliferation of objectors and draft dodgers cannot
redeem pacifist tactics. Especially in such a militaristic society, the likelihood of
soldiers' refusing to fight is proportional to their expectations of facing a violent
opposition that might kill or maim them. Without the violent resistance of the
Vietnamese, there would have been no need for a draft; without a draft, the self-
serving nonviolent resistance in North America would hardly have existed. Far
more significant than passive conscientious objectors were the growing rebellions,
especially by black, Latino, and indigenous troops, within the military. The US
government's intentional plan, in response to black urban riots, of taking
unemployed young black men off the streets and into the military, backfired.”

Washington officials visiting Army bases were freaked out at the development
of "Black militant" culture....Astonished brass would watch as local settler [white]
officers would be forced to return salutes to New Afrikans [black soldiers) giving
them the "Power" sign [raised fist]....Nixon had to get the troops out of Vietnam
fast or risk losing his army.

Fragging, sabotage, refusal to fight, rioting in the stockades, and aiding the
enemy, all activities of US soldiers, contributed significantly to the US
government's decision to pull out ground troops. As Colonel Robert D. Heinl
stated in June 1971,

By every conceivable indicator, our army that remains in Vietnam
is in a state approaching collapse, with individual units avoiding
or having refused combat, murdering their officers and non-
commissioned officers, drug-ridden and dispirited where not near
mutinous. Elsewhere than Vietnam the situation is nearly as
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sentence, while treating humans as free agents in the beginning of the same
sentence. I suspect it is because academics like Morman are afraid of what would
happen to them if they did not give up militant revolution (which is to give up on
revolution as a whole); instead, they prefer to assert their "rational authority” and
pretend they are contributing to a process that will somehow make the state
obsolete. Of course, our major theoretical contribution as anarchists is that the
state was obsolete from its inception, but it holds and gains power nonetheless.
Fromm's syllogism, or at least Morman's interpretation thereof, misses the point
that to an "irrational authority," "rational authority” is irrelevant, meaningless, and
powerless.

It seems to me that it would be much easier to end the psychological patterns
of violence and domination once we had destroyed the social institutions, political
bodies, and economic structures specifically constituted to perpetuate coercive
domination. But proponents of nonviolence boldly sound the call to retreat,
declaring that we should treat the symptoms while the disease is free to spread
itself, defend itself, and vote itself pay raises. Morman says, "Violence is only
capable of attacking the physical manifestations of the social relations that
perpetuate the state. One cannot kill these social relations by a physical assault.”
Leaving aside the fact that this point is blatantly false in relation to indigenous
cultures' fighting off foreign invasion and imperialism (in which cases, killing or
evicting the colonizer is indeed killing colonialism, if it can be done before
Westernization has taken place), let us accept Morman's narrow Eurocentrism and
focus on societies in which oppressor and oppressed belong to the same nation or
culture. He has just established that violence can destroy the physical but not the
psychological manifestations of oppression. Any reasonable person would proceed
by recommending a revolutionary struggle that contains both destructive and
creative activities—violence against the oppressors and their machinery
accompanied by simultaneous caretaking and healing of one's community.
Morman and the thousands of pacifists who think like him instead declare that we
should focus on psychological liberation while avoiding physical struggle. How
they fail to see the concomitant parallel to the argument they have just made, that
psychological actions cannot destroy the physical manifestations of the state, is
baffling. Perhaps they believe that the social relationships of oppression are
independent and create the physical structures of oppression out of whole cloth,
but this is simplistic. The social relationships and physical structures cannot be
fully separated (in reality, rather than in philosophy, for these terms are only
analytical devices that make it easier to talk about different aspects of the same
thing), and they clearly evolve in tandem. Physical structures and social
relationships are mutually dependent, and mutually reinforcing.

Morman also holds on to a totalitarian idea of revolution. “The revolutionary
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who included supporters of nonviolence and supporters of a diversity of tactics, to
stand up and, as I slowly read a list of various actions, to walk to one spot if they
considered the action violent, and to another spot if they considered the action
nonviolent. The actions included such things as buying clothes made in a
sweatshop, eating meat, a wolf killing a deer, killing someone who is about to
detonate a bomb in a crowd, and so on. Almost never was there perfect agreement
among the participants, and several of the actions that they considered